. ~as “evidenced by

f,he fact'that it passed
the Senate by a vote of 55 o 0 and the
House by a vote of 387 to 0. 'The people
of this country approve the present
pending bill by about 1t;,lha,t; propollitxon

B‘Mr. g
" -Business
-issue, reported a s“harp drop i "jobs for
-engineers and scientists in the wake of
defense cutbacks.
ber of jobs eliminated was small—
coutited in the thousands—the signifi-
cance of their loss was great.

1'0-

. ca,h,celed 'I'he eﬂ‘ects spread out

. Y- taini parts of the coun-
{ry—thHe Boston area, Néew York, Penn-
sylvania,

arts of the Midwest, the Pa-
‘cific Northwest, and Califo

.'A decline in ‘high skill employment has
m the past been a prologue to major dips
fn the economy,
hess Week artic
ook js for more large:

our
of 2,000 persons are threate
ford, Wash., when a scheduled shutdown

of a ny,clear reactor takes ,place next,

eral EIectnc reﬁnqulshes its contract
* ‘there. .

" 'Both President Johnson’ and
McNa,mar ha,ve prom ed furth

now to ways to conyel i

tary productwe capaclt_ to the produc-
tion of needed civilian goods and services,
ily worsening eco-

“for 1mp, Ving ‘the lives of our people and
the economic strength of our Nation,
T have 3, bill presently before the Com-
meice, Comm;ttee, under the able chair-
hip_of
‘Washington |
. would. establl,,.sh 2
Conversm

d grceg from._ de-
* fense into nondefense production. My
b111 5. 2274, would also provide for
studles by firms Nnow I ring defense
cohtracts o:t ther civilia,n production

Although the num-

¢ L 5
epartments.’ Suppfies orders are

- with total employment.
power experts and union officials were none-_

capabilities Nine Senators have co-
sponsored the bill, and 12 Congressmen
have introduced identical bills in the
House of Representafives. I have re-
cently been to the west coast and New
York and talked with business leaders
and State officials, all of whom are deeply
concerned with thls problem. Expres-

“sions of interest in my bill havé come

from all parts of the country and from
many different economic groups.
Secretary McNamara recently told the
House Armed Services Committee that:
The Defense Department cannot and
$hould not ‘assume responsibility for creat-
Ing a level of demand adequate to keep the
‘healthy and growing. "Nor should
{t, In’ developing its programs, depart from
the strictest standards of military need and
operating efficlency in order to ald an eco-

] . nomically distressed company or community.

I believe the Secretary’s position on
that point is unassailable., His proper
concern is to run a trim and effective
fighting force. Unless our Government
is concerned with the economic impact
of defense cutbacks, however, we may
see the dream of an end to the arms race
turn into a nightmare of economic dis-
location and unemployment. S. 2274
would create a governmental body to deal

~with this growing problem, and I hope
. that Senators on both sides of the aisle

will recognize the need for prompt legis-

lative action.

- Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent to have printed at this point in the

RECORD the article from Business Week

magazine to which I referred.

. There bheing no objection, the article

was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,

as follows:

DEFENSE CUTBACKS HIT PROFESIIONALS—IT’S
THE FOURTH PERIOD OF SHRINKING DEMAND

| FoR ENGINEERS AND SCIENTISTS IN 156 YEARS;.
. BarLIER ONES HERALDED Bap NEWS FOR THE

ECONOMY .

Approved For k@m@m ﬁmﬁsasmguozoowmoz -7

“"On a basis of past patterns, this couﬁ mean

) Industrys demands for englneers and sci- .

entists dipped sharply during the past 7
months. Jobs became harder to find—and

“to hold. Layoffs spread in the wake of de-

fense cutbacks.

The number of jobs eliminated—in the
thousands—were miniscule when compared
But public man-

theless concerned Three times hefore in a

"decade and a half, similar cutbacks in tech-
‘nileal employment were followed in 8 months
‘-or less by dips in the economy.

- After a lag, layoffs of engineers and sci-

-entists ordinarily are followed by layoffs in

production departments. Supplies orders
are canceled. The effects spread out.
. “THE PATTERN

'I‘he profile of the present drop In demand
for engineers and selentists is shown graphi-

. cally by a demand Index prepared by Deutsch

& Shea, Inc., a manpower communications
firm. The mdex is based on technical re-
crultment advertising in 21 major market

‘areas. December's figure of 65.2 (1061==

100.0) was the lowest point since the index

‘was begun in July 1960 (chart), and com-

pared with 97.3 in the same month of 1962
and 1003 in December 1961.
The index readings throughout 1963 were

Iower than in the preceding year, but Arnold !

R. Deutsch, president of Deutsch & Shea, is
particular concerned about what has been
happening since last May, The index since
mid-1963 has been a succession of “sharp
danger signals for the economy,” according
to. Deutsch. He sees no present indication

_that the trend will be reversed.

_business picks up.

%

C e

serious ‘troubles for the economy#in mid-
1964, but, this being an election year, the
troubles probably will be averted—or at least
delayed. Even so, while the economy may
not suffer, engineers and scientists are ex-
pected to feel an unaccustomed hurt in a
continuing downtrend of job opportunities.

‘WHERE IT HURTS

Many in the Boston area, with clusters of
eléctronics plants and research centers, are
suffering now. So are others in New York
and Pennsylvania defense plants. Many in
the Midwest are affected and the blow has
crossed the country to big installations in
the Pacific Northwest and in California.

Cutbacks at Boeilng Co. as a result of the
Dyna-Soar cancellation are the deepest over
a short period since the end of World War
II. The newest cutbacks are on the heels of
a substantial decline due to other defense
program economies. Boelng—and the Seattle
area—1s suffering the consequences.

UNMANNED DESKS

Among englneers, layoffs now total a few
more than 500, a smaller numher than first
anticipated. Boeing, like every other em-
ployer depending on research and develop-
ment contracts, 1s Inclined to hold onto as
many engineers as possible. A visitor to a
Boeing engineering department last week saw
areas of unmanned desks and drawing
boards—but also large numbers of enginecers
assigned to “reading up* in their technical
Jjournals.

GRADUAL CUTBACK

In the same area, operations of the Han-
ford scientific laboratory face a gradual cur-
tallment, as General Electric Co. relinquishes
1ts contract there. Up to 1,700 engineers and
scientists could be affected, but the Atomic
Energy Commission hopes to bring in a new
contractor. Meanwhile, shutdown of one
reactor at Hanford next January will end
2,000 high-skilled jobs.

Down the Pacific coast, engineers and sci-
entlsts are being let out in aerospace and
other plants and development projects.
There's more unemployment in engineering
rapks in California than there has been for
some time.
us yet—but they are being watched with
growlng WOrry.

In'San Francisco, Government defense cut-
backs have contributed to a sharp decline in
the electronics industry, reversing a 13-year
boom. Layoffs have been mounting among
skilled technical staffs. An employer sald a
week ago that the situation is expected to
“get worse still” in 1964 unless Government

BRIGHTER SFOTS

Outbacks have spread in the Los Angeles
area, too, but with silver linings in the dark
clouds, according to some recruiting officers.
One sald he had been unable to hire enough
engineers before to fill a guota set for him;
now he can hiré as many as he needs and get
better ones. Others agreed that “pseudo-
engineers’” hired and tolerated before can
now be weeded out and replaced with “engi-
neers mated to specific assignments.”

The cutbacks haven't hit as hard yet in
the Southeast and Southwest. But in the
Cape Kennedy, Fla., area there 1s_talk of

“s definite slowdown of any influx of new
people into the Cape—they won’t be needed.”
PREDICTIONS

From an industry standpoint, current de-
fense cutbacks are In three areas: aerospace,
defense installations, and atomic energy.
According to the Defense Department, there's
some doubt sbout total job losses: Job shifts
are more likely—as one firm loses its missile,
another picks up & new contract.

According to the Aerospace Industries As-
soclation of America, employment in the in-
dustry in 1964 1s expected to be higher than

On balance, the figures aren’t -
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in 1968-—more than 1,300,000 as compared
with 1,208,000 in 1063 and 1,150,000 in 1562.

The decision to discontinue plutonium pro-
duction is expected to eliminate 3,400 jobs in
2 years.

The shutdown or reduction of activitles at
83 defense installations {including 28 in the
United States) will cout 8,600 civillan jJobs
and about 8,000 service jobs by mid-1967.

. ' UNIONS' MESSAGE

Unions are urging reconsideration of the
orders for a leveling-off of Government
spending. The timing is wrong, they say:
any further retarding of the natlonal econ-
omy could be dangerous.

Longer range, Deutsch says, the market for
sngineers will firm up agaln—1883-84 may
prove to be only a pauss for assimilation of
immense strides belng made in technology.

Mt S ———
U.B. ACTION:3 ON CUBA

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, al-
most 1 year ago, in my first speech in this
Chamber, I warned of the dangers of
excessive preoccupation with the antics
of Castro. I would like to guote & para-
graph from that speech today, which I
think is still timely:

I am constrained & speak out, against
what seems to me to be a dangerous fixation
on Castro that {s not worthy of this great

" Natlon. I submit that we have become a0

involved In charges and countercharges about
our Cuban policy that we have come close
to losing sight of the real Interests of the Na-
tion 1n the hemisphere. We have lgnored the
Biblical warning egalnst stralning at a gnat
and swallowing a came”,

In that speech I also expressed the
opinion that the hysteria over Cuba
manifested In some Government quarters
was not shared by the vast majority of
the American people. Most Americans
know, as do our more practical-minded
policy planners, that Castroism is a
symptom, not the ca-ise, of the basic 1ils
of Latin America.

1t was particularly disheartening,
therefore, to read recently that the
United States was culting off military
aild to five nations—including Britain
and France—as punishment for their
continued trade with Cuba. The whole
cutback amounts to less than half a mil-
lion dollars for the five countries to-
gether, and it is absurd to think that our
action will have any helpful effect on
our foreign policy. The only result is to
demonstrate once again—undoubtedly to
the delight of Castro and his Communist
gllies—that our preoccupation with that
{iny island continues to cause us to take
inare and ineffective action.

Mr. President, nex; to the story on the
cutback of military aid to our allies in
yesterday’s New York Times there was a
stimulating analysls 7y Max Frankel, en-
titled “Confusion or. Cuba.” The sub-
head states the difficulty precisely:
“Unlted States, Reacting to Pressures,
Finds Policles Worry Allles and Aid Cas-
tro.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
Times article be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Approved FOhReiREsSTRNAE 1HEGEIDRD

[From .he New York Times, Feb. 19, 1064]

Conrus on oN Cusa—UMITed StaTEs, RRACT-
ING 70 PRXSSURES, FINDS POLICIES WORRY
ALIIE § AND AID CASTRO

{By Max Frankel)

Wasnvaron, Pebruary 18.—Cuba is agalir.
causing more confusion than concern here.
Once again, just as an administration seemec
ready to live with the frustration of Premler
Pidel Castro’s survival, it has stumbled Ini-:
& series of moves that merely advertise tho
frustration and greatly disturb its friends
ebroad. In calmer moments, ofiicials hero
readlly acknowledge that FPremier Castru
and Caroism thrive on public demonstra.--
tions o: Yankee belligerence and impotence.
Yet cir-umstances and the real or imaginec.
pressur--s of Congress and the voters keep
conspir ng to give the Cuban leader tha
headlinas and the United Btates merely morn:
headaches.

In ths last 2 weeks alone, the Cuban prob-
lem hai provoked the administration inta
& number of statements and motions tha:
it came to regret. Taken together, they sug.-
gest an extraordinary sensitivity that doe:
not in ‘act correspond to basic policy judg-
ments.

Boviet troops continue their gradual exo-
dus frcm the island. U8, reconnaissanci
planes 'ontinue their daily flights unmolest..
ed. Hevana has not seriously molested tho
Guantenamo Naval Base. The rest of Latin
Americ .. has shown cooperation to limit tho
movem mt of agents and propagandtsts from
the isla ad.

TRADE EMEBARGO FATLS

‘The >nly major annoyance has been tha
contintous fallure of the YU.B.-aponsored
trade enbargc. This has become more evi-
dent as Cuba acquired more foreign exchangn
from sugar sales. But there was never any
doubt hat the Western allles would refus)
to prol.ibit nonstrategic trade with the is-.
land. [n fact, administration officials hava
themse ves pointed to the relatively small
volume of that trade and minimized it3
value t» Havansa.

Yet when the Coast Guard seized four
Cuban fishing boats in Florlda waters aml
Cuba rstallated by temporarily shutting off
the flo'v of water to the Guantanamo Naval
Base, 17ashington bristled. For 24 hourm;,
it Ima; ined =& orisls, began to ship its own
water ¢ nd threatened to dismiss 2,600 Cuban
worker : At the base.

That reaction served primarily to remind
the British and other allies that Washington
was willing to buy water and labor from
Havan: to sult its convenience. The crisls
finally blew over and fewer than 800 bass
worker ; were actually discharged. But then
the admninistration announced the graduel
withdr: wal of wives and children from Guan-
taname, as though to concede the base’s vul-
nerability.

Last week, President Johnson and others
again urged Britaln's Prime Minister, Sir
Alec Diuglas-Home, to restrain trade wita
Cuba. They dwelt only briefly on the sub-
Ject ani did not expect to alter British views,
but thxre was 30 much talk here about the
Cuban trade that newspapers gave the im-
pressio 1 it had dominated the conference.

8tmt ltaneously, officlals began to spreal
the wcrd that they planned to get touga
with wacooperative allles. There were hints
of fornwal sanctions, but finally Secretary cf
State Nean Rusk explalned that he meant
only tc warn foreign traders of possible “con-
sumer ‘eaction” in the United Btates.

That barely disguised Invitation to private
boycot' s contradicted the deep-seated belief
of the 3ecretary and the administration that
foreigr policy was the business of the Gov-
'emmem,, not of private citizens. They hal

-~
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worked hard to end private boycotts of Polish
hams and Yugoslav wood products last year.
Only this week, they were working hard
to prevent the seamen’s unions from block-
ing wheat shipments to the Sovlet Union.
EXPLANATIONS BARRED

The accumulated embarrassments appar-
ently stung the State Department. In an-
nouncing today the cutoff of aid to § of 18
nations that take part in Cuban trade, 1t
barred all questions and refused any explan-
atlon. It did not wish to be forced to say
why some countries, such as Greece, were
given the benefit of a vague phrase of ex-
tenuation in the Foreign Atd Act, while oth-
ers, such as Spain and Moroceo, were not.

Nor, apparently, did the BState Depart-
ment wish to explain that its grand gesture
against Britain, Prance, and Yugoslavia
amounted to the cancellation of only $100,-
000 in aid to sach. For most of the day,
therefore, reporta of a multimiilion dollar
sanction went forth from the Capital.

Only & few months ago. the administra-
tion was vehement in its pressure to prevent
Congress from “legislating foreign policy” in
the foreign aid bill. Accordingly, it ob-
tained an escape ciause for every prescribed
sanction In the law. No one would say to-
day whether the administration was yleld-
ing to Congress after all, or whether it agreed
with Congress in this case, or what this lat-
est anti-Cuba measure could be reasonably
expected to achieve.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
reaction in Europe was swift and pre-
dictable. The Washington Post yester-
day wrapped it up well, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the Post article, en-
titled, “British Feel More Sadness Than
Anger at Ald Cut,” be printed at this
point in the REocoRrD,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

BrrrisH FeeL MORE SADNESS THAN ANGER AT
Arp Cut

LonpoN, February 18-—DBritain reacted
more In sadness than in anger today at the
formal end of US. ald in retaliation for
trade with Cuba.

For the British, it was only a matter of
$7.400 and officials went cut of thelr way to
acknowledge that the U.8. Qovernment had
no choice because of legislation.

But there were warnings of a eerlous
Anglo-American quarrel if suggestions for an
unofficial American boycott of British goods
are carried out.

There are no differences of opinion on the
subject here. The most anyone has had to
say for the American decision came from
Prime Minister Douglas Home, who pointed
out it was not President Johnson’s doing and
that he also was not responsible for the mar-
{time union's stand on shipping.

On the aid cut. the Dally Telegraph sound-
ed the dominant tone, saying that for Brit-
aln “the move amounted to no more than a
rather undignified end to one of the historic

arrangements between the {two
countries.”

It recalled that in the early postwar years,
Britaln received nearly $10 billion of eco-
nomic and military aid from the United
States.

The Times of London pointed out that Pres-
{dent Eennedy had opposed the legislation
requiring the ald cutoff, and sald the admin-
istration Is “leaning over backward to lessen
any harm the new measure may do.”

8ir William Black, chairman of Leyland
Motors which has the contract for selling
buses to Cuba, told e news conference that
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public opinion
nd broadminded

ére ‘angry commerits
tate Dean Rusk’s state-
fe might boycott Lejland’s

ph’ " cars.
Iohlnt to U. S. consumers not as a.

] surplus w‘heatl" said
" Blagk, Ywe have a a ‘surplus of s, add-
ing that Leyland’s will fulfill the ption fo
‘sell a,nother 1,000 buses to Cubsg if favana

.The chairma,n of the company went on to

g4y “that  Japan, France, ‘Germany, Ttaly,

Spain, and Czechoslovakia had also bid for

' ; 1ch Leyiand won.

r us to tender and be
ot

1 . i
ty Spite the Family,”
¢ task of British
dshington that
ternational
ltrade are objectiona‘ble in principle and like-
Iy to be futile in practice,

. “The  Americans merely cortrive to hurt

' their friends withourt ‘hyrting Castro,” ‘it
sald,

-In sum, Britaln is not crying “fool” at the
Us, stancl but it is loudly shouting “f00l-~
ish.”

‘F‘RENC‘H sm AMERICA H'URT M T BY ACTION _

: Paris, February 14. ~American suppresston
cof ald to countries whose ships or planes
‘call in Cubg wasn’i really meant to hurt any-
body, France editoria.lists seem to have
"agreed tonight, but as & Tesult of European
resgtitment at the gesture, the one hurt may
be America herself,

This country’s most esteemed pair “of radio
commentators, Georges Altschuler 'and
Georges Leroy, of Europe No. 1, agreed that
‘on the practical plane no_ very important re-
sults were to be expected from an act which
in an election year “is designed to impress

--American voters wifh_ the firmness of their
President.”

They pointed out ‘how carefully “the wind
was being tempered to the shorn lamb by
applying the measufe only where it would

- erUse no real damage, as in exempting agri-
cultural aid o Yugoslavia.

But they predicted that Europe would not
relish’ the decision’s arrogant attitude of, “1
pay, s0' I command # It {5 possibie that the
_United States will recelve her gnswer in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

“The Catholic dally La Croix predicts that
the reaction _may wreck completely the Ken-
nedy round of tariff negotiations, due to open

" ‘soon In Geneva. .

YAt 3 time when
‘veloping her “trade
:the East,” Le
‘provoke sHarp reactio * We knew that
American aid . we ,not always disinter-
¢ ested. * * s 7This has just been conﬂrmed:"

““guch reprisals

'DEFENSE,
APPRAIS
~NOMIC 1] .
DUC‘ING AREAS

o Mr. BYRD of Wes Virgmla " Mr.
President, yesterday introduced a lesson
In how much can be accomplished when
. men who are sincere and conscientious
of their responslblhtles sit down infor-
mally around a conference fable.
' "For more than g decade the coal in-
dustry has protested—justifiably, T be-
Heve—ecriteria used by the Department of

‘Approved For Release 2005/01/27 : CIA-RDPGGBO»04403‘R000200170102-7

Rusk’s remarks were taken
-tives of the National Coal Association,

< Aoprov or e T USSR

'Defense to determine the fessibiiity of

-converting from coal to other fuels in
boiler plants at military installations.
--There has been considerable corre-

-spondence and discussion of the subject

for a long time; yet, a firm solution has

_somehow previously failed to develop,

Recently I arranged for reperesenta-

the United Mine Workers of America,
and the National Coal Policy Conference

-to attend a meeting to which I also in-

vited the Deputy Assistant Secretary of

Defense for Properties and Supplies and

“members of his staff responsible for fuel
“policy determination. We met in the
Senate Armed Services Preparedness

-Subcommittee room in an atmosphere

wholly devoid of acrimony or even irrita-
tion despite the very emphatic conflict of
opinions on a subject that is of vital im-

_bortance to the coal industry.

It was my pleasure to introduce Ste-
phen F. Dunn, president of the National
Coal Association, to open the coal indus~
try ease. He in turn asked Mr. Glenn L.
Coryell and Mr. Mare G. Bluth to outline

‘coal’s position on the matter, and then

graciously complimented the Defense De-

_partment representatives for their tra-
‘ditional honesty in dealing with coal in-

dustry representatives. I shall ask

" unanimous consent to include in the

REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks
the -statement presented by Mr. Bluth.
Immediately after that statement, I
should like to submit the remarks of W.
‘A. (Tony) Boyle, president of UMWA,
who was ably represented at the meet-
ing by Michael F. Widman, director of
research and development for that or-

_ganization. Mr. Widman introduced a

note which should have the sympathy
of the entire Congress.
showed_conclusively that to permit con-

versions from ecoal to other fuels gt mili-

tary installations is in direct conflict
with the President’s plan to eliminate
boverty from our land. Since the Ap-
palachian reglon is particularly affected
with the ravages of unemployment and
accompaning poverty, it is all the more
illogical for a Government facility to
consider dispensing with coal at the ex-
pense of more miners and their families.

Gen. Louis H. Renfrow, director of leg-
isla.tlon National Coal Policy Confer-~
ence, was present in the absence of Mr.
Joseph Moody, president of that organi-
zatlon, and he made a susbtantial con-
tributlon to the discussion.

We found the Department of Defense
officials most understanding of coal’s
problems. They agreed to reevaluate
the policies which have tended against
the use of coal. I personally believe that

‘Mr. Boyle’s’ suggestion that the eco-

nomie impact on depressed areas be con-
gldered in Defense fuel purchases should

"~ be made a part of the policy of every

Government department and office, for
it is farcical to pursue a program under

"the guise of economy which In itself

creates unemployment and increases

_burdens and costs of welfare and other

agencies.

Yesterday we made a great step for-
ward in resolving differences that had
persisted for much too long. I would be
remiss if I fadled to point ou} that, as a

Mr. Widman.

,fqei2001701'02-7

member of the Armed Serv1ces Commlt-

tee, I was especially proud and apprecia-

tive of the cooperation which I received
from the group of highly intelligent and
conscientious members of the Defense

Departiment who appeared at yesterday's

‘meeting.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
.consent to iriclude the statements of Mr.
Boyle and Mr. Bluth at this point in the
Recorp, There being no-objection, the
statements were ordered to be printed as
follows:

STATEMENT BY W. A, BoYLE, PRESIDENT,
UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA ON THE
IMpacT OF THE Fusr PoLlcy OF THE Di-
PARTMENT OF DErFENSE UrPoN EMPLOYMENT
IN THE CoAL INDUSTRY

Today, much attention is being given to
the problem of the Appalachian area of this
Nation. The plight of many of the people
in this region has demanded attention, and
.the forces of government are being mobi-
lized for this end.

The President of the Unibed States has
made the rehabilitation of Appalachia a na-
tional policy. A governmental commission
under the leadership of the Under Secretary
of Commerce s expected to issue a report on
..the Appalachian region within the next few
weeks,

Many Government agencies are already at
work to help the Appalachian reglon. The
Department of Commerce has its Area Rede-
velopment Administration to help the de-
pressed areas of the Nation to help them-
selves to greater propserity. In the Depart-
ment of Interior the Bureau of Mines and
the Office of Coal Research are engaged in
research activitles to find new uses for coal,
and thus to improve the maiket potential for
the industry.

State governments are also attempting to
4o what can be done. The State of West
Virginia has established coal research facil~
1tles at the University of West Virginia,. The
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has a sim-
llar research agency, the Coal Research
Board, which operates full time to develop
the market potential for coal.

"Fundamentally all of these diverse activ-

“lties are almed at one objective—the creation

of Jobs. For there can be no vietory over
poverty, no end to the substandard existence
of. so many of our citizens, no hope for their
children without jobs.

Thus, in the final analysis we return always
to Jobs, to useful productive, and secure
employment.

This 1s what we should discuss here today.

“For, the purchage of coal by the Department
of Defense means jobs; jobs for coal miners,

and Jobs for those who depend upon coal

miners. The coal used in defense installa-
tions mean wages in coal areas, and a meas-
ure of prosperity for coal miners and thelr
families.
~We belleve that the Department of Defense
should recognize its responsibility in this
area. We believe that the work being done
to rehabilitate the depressed areas of this
Nation, and most especially the coal arees,
should be alded snd not hindered by the
fuels purchasing policy of the Department
of Defense. We are convinced that Depart-
ment policy should give consideration to the
broad national picture, and not merely the
narrow considerations of fuel costs alone.

Coal lles at the heart of the attempts to
rehabilitate Appalachia. If coal is. prosper-
ous, the Appalachlan area will also be pros-
perous. This is the reason for the many
efforts on hehalf of the coal industry by gov-
ernmental agencles. This s why we urge
the Department of Defense to consider the
impact on coal when it purchases fuel.

We have made certain calculations on the
effect that the purchases by the Defense De-

Ppartment have on the coal industry and the
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coal miners. Remember that in the final
analysis we are speaking of jobs and the
people who depend upon them.

The Department of Defens¢ purchases
about 5 milllon tons of coal annually. We
must ask what does tbis mean in terms of
jobs, and economic impact upon the Appa-
lachian area?

According to statistics complled by the
National Coal Policy Cenference the produc-
tion of § million tons of coal provides em-
ployment for 2,000 men. These men would
support, If we assume that there are & in
each family, an additior.al 6,000 people bring-
ing us to a grand total of 8,000 people de-
peading directly upon the coal purchases of
the Defense Department.

I we assume that ench of thess men will
work an average of 20) days per year, this
means that the fulfilinent of the require-
ments of the Departmont will require 400.-
000 working days per year. This means that
wages for coal miners supplying coal to the
Department of Defense total 69,700,000

But this iz not the end of those wages.
Economists tell us tha’ money spent in the
economy has & much broader Impact than
the actual dollar amouat. This, if we apply
& “multiplier” of three, it means that the
total dollar effect to coal areas is $26,100,000.
Remember that we do not include any of the
suxillary industries such as rall transporta-
tion, etc., which woull add greatly to the
total, i

In addition, the welfare and retirement
fund of the United Mine Workers of Amer-
fca is of great beneflt to the coal areas. This
fund pays pensions, madical care, and other
beneflts to its beneficiarles. It 1s directly
dependent upon the production and sale of
coal for its revenue. The Defense Depart-
ment purchases represent income to the fund
of some $2 million, which represents over
28,000 Individual pension payments.

Thus, we may see thet the effect of Defenss
procurement upon the coal industry, and
upon coal miners is significant indeed. In
fact, to us it means jobs for our members,
and security for their families. 'To the de-
pressed areas of the Appalachian regidn and
to the other coalfields, {t means the mainte-
nance of an Industry and Incomis in the
leconomic life of the communities Involved.

We do not belleve that this source of jobs
and Income should be overloocked by those
who are charged with area development.
Nor do we feel that the policy of the Defense
Department should be other than the main-
tenance of its coal-fired installations as &
contribution to the ailleviation of human
distress, and the preservation of jobs.

We may look at the significance of these
purchases in another way. Defense Depari-
ment coal consumption is more than the
total production in 18 countles reporting
in West Virginia, 5 counties In Virginia, 21
counties in Pennsylvania, 23 countles In
Ohlo, 87 counties in Kontucky, 10 countles in
Indians, and 12 in IMlinols.

It is apparent that the Impact of Defense
purchases means a great deal to coal mining
reglons. .

However, the use ol coal by the Depart-
ment of Defense is always under attack by
other fuels. Very often conversions are
made; converzions fustified by cost figures
derived from engineering analysis. In fact,
such cost estimates sre the reason we are
here today.

We are not In a position to debate the
varicus methods of computing fuel costs.
However, we would like to a guestion of
total costs, of human costs, of fhe cost that
will accrue to the Natlon because of the loss
of a market of some 5 million tons of coal.
We are assumihig the maximum loss to per-
mit an analysls of the impact upon coal
BTERs,

Obviously the loss of 5 million tonk of
coal would mean the displacement of 2,000
coal miners, or the equivalent of 400,000

man-da /s of work. It would also mean the
Toss of $3,700,000 in wages, and the multl.
plier effect of $29,100,000. We might polni.
out that in this instance, the lJoss of thest
wage pr yments would in all probabllity re.
sult in the loes of additional business at:
stores s1d businesses are forced to contract.
and thi s add to the cycle of unemployment.

Natwally, the money which would hava
gone tc the welfare and retirement func
would 1 ¢ lost, thereby weakening the ability
of the und to provide for benefits for coa.
miners and thelr families.

Some 6,000 people in coal mining areas
would "¢se their means of support, and bo
forced !0 endure unemployment of a more o
fess loig duration. In this respect, wu
might >otnt out that the duration of un.
employ nent In coal mining sreas is usuall
longer “han the national average, and often
extend: for years unabated.

Ther: are direct inancial costs inherent n
this uremployment. Consider only two of
them:

Unen ployment compensation is paid to
those c1al miners who are laid off. The ex-
tent of these payments and the length of
time a beneficlary may receive them varles.
Por ow: purposes, we have assumed that ths
top pa:ment is 836 per week and the length
of elig bility is 26 weeks.

This would mean that the loss of 2,000 Jobs
would -ntail a weckly unemployment insur-
ance piyment of $70,000. And, if the men
were fcreed to exhaust thelr benefits under
the prcgram, it would amount to an expendl-
ture of some $1.820,000.

‘This is one of the prices that would have
to be ;mid for the loss of only one market
for bituminous cosl. It is a price which,
wWe believe, should be considered by the De-
partment of Defense, and all of the Govern-
ment gencles who are contemplating the
conver:fon of thelr facilities from coal {9
other tources of fuel.

We 1iust assume that many of the mineis
who are out of work will eventually recelve
some type of public assistance. This, tos,
represcots an immediate and direct cost to
the Gcvernment, both State and Federal.

Undi r only one such public assistance pre-
gram, the sid to families with dependert
childres, the average payment per family
for the Nation as a whois is $120 per montiL
Thus, for every monih that the displaced
miner receives such assistance the cost (4
the p:ogram is $2568,000. For every yeir
that tiey are on such programs, the cort
amouris to some $3,108,000.

The:e are very real and tangible costs «f
unemj loyment. They are costs which muwrt
be borae by government. Further they are
costs “vhich go on and on; they are newr
really ible to break what President Johnson
calls “ he cycle of poverty.”

But there are other considerations which
argue against the unemployment of men in
coal-mwr ining areas. Perhaps the greatait
single one is the dedication of the adminii-
tratior to do something to help these peopls.
Perha]s America recognizes, at long laet,
the grave danger of persistent and chronic
unemj loyment in our Nation, and the sociil
and eccnomic lis that spring from such uli-
emplo ment.

We (o not contend that the Department of
Defen:¢ can eliminate poverty in the coal
areas +f the Nation. Nor do we belleve that
the 5 million tons of coal purchased by tlie
Depar ment will spell elther prosperity o
ruin fir the coal miners in America.

But we do suggest in the strongest pos-
sible t2rms that these purchases can be used,
and ‘wed quite effectively, In the fight
against unemployment and In the efforts
being undertaken to aid Appalachis. We io
conter «1 that the Defense Department ccal
consurption produces jobs and income lo
coal Tiiners, and thus belps to malntain a
sembl ice of economic order in the ccal
areas. We do contend that § miliion tons of
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coel is a large and important part of the
marketing structure of the coal industry.

On the other side the loss of this market,
either all at once or a little at a time, would
be damaging to the coal industry. It would
be depressing to the already depressed Appa-
Iachian coal areas. It would add to the bur-~
dens of those men and women already stag-
gering under the welght of poverty, want,
and privation. Finally, it would serve to
maintain the viclous eycle of poverty which
condemns not only the present generation,
but also those who follow, to the depths of
economic despalr.

Therefore, we urge a close consideration of
all cost factors occasioned by conversion. We
urge that thoss charged with the polley-
making suthority of the Department of De-
fense recognize the economie impact of their
action upon coal-mining communities and
upon coal miners and their families. We also
would suggest that the Department of De-
fense recognize the key role that it can play
in the preservation of the coal industry and -
in the maintenance of this industry as viable
and strong; an indispensable asset to the re-
eonstruction of Appsalachia and, Indeed, all
other coal-producing sections of the Nation.

Finally, we would suggest that the cost of
eonversion I8 oftan a great deal more expen-
sive than the use of coal even without any
consideration of social factors, and certainly
the inclusion of these factors should insure
against conversion in most instances.

STATEMENT BY NATIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION ON
CHARGING MILITARY LABOR AGAINST COST OF
OPERATING COAL-FIRED HEATING PLANTS, AND
Proposyry CONVERSION Or HAND-FmEDp COAL
BURNING PLaANTS AT ForT Braca, N.C.

A number of years ago a question arose
about charging military (GI) labor against
the operating cost of coal-fired heating
plants at military !nstallations. GI labor
has been and is extensively used in hgnd-
firing coal in small boilers, furnaces, and
stoves, particularly in barracks buildings at
many Army posts located in different parts
of the country.

When this situation first came to our at-
tention, we attempted to learn the source
of -8 so-called directive to the various
branches of the armed services. Our in-
guiries developed the information that this
alleged directive or ruling had been issued
by the Comptroller General's Office to the
Department of Defense which was to the
effect that sll “nonorganizational or non-
military” type of labor performed by GI's
will be subject to a book charge and in-
ciuded In certain reports pertaining to the
wuse of funds allocated to each installation.
It was our understanding that the original

of this ruling was to prevent a given
instaliation from reducing the final cost of
a project, for which full funds had been
authorized, for the use of GI labor. For
example, $200,000 may be authorized for the
copstruction of streets at a given Army base.
Apparently In the past the commanding of-
ficer or other duly authorized post official,
could delegate the uss of a number of GI's
for certain labor werk with the project and
by doing so perhaps savs a certain amount
of money which he could use for some other
purpose that had not been authorized or
funded. Under this ruling or directive, there
would be a bookkeeping charge against the
project amounting to so much per hour for
each man-hour of work by the GI's. The
charge per hour—or labor rate—seems to
vary and this apparently s due to the varia-
tion in the rating of the men (GI's) per-
forming this service and perhaps some dif-
ference of opinion as to what so-called
fringe benefits should be included in the
charge..

At the time of our inquiries and contacts
with the Comptroller General’'s Office and
iater, we did not see & copy of any written
directive or ruling. Indeed, the. information
furnished us was nebulous and largely “hear-
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